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Executive Summary 

 

Pursuant to the charges of JBE 2016-23, the Governorôs Task Force on Transportation Infrastructure 

Investment (Task Force) worked diligently over a six-month period to determine what must be done to 

address Louisianaôs vast multimodal transportation issues. Through the course of six formal meetings at 

the capitol and by attending eight regional meetings across the State hosted by economic development 

organizations and metropolitan planning organizations, the Task Force studied the complexities of 

Louisianaôs transportation needs and the project delivery process; received national expert testimony on 

transportation financing; and received feedback from communities across Louisiana. Based on its 

findings, the Task Force adopted nine resolutions that together make the actionable recommendations 

necessary to fulfill JBE 2016-23ôs charge. This report provides an overview of the information studied 

by the Task Force and other key findings that led to the adoption of nine resolutions.  

 

The recommendations in this report deliver a balanced solution to the myriad of competing goals and 

objectives for the Louisiana transportation system of the future. JBE 2016-23 clearly identified the 

mission of the Task Force. However, in order to provide direction and context for the development of 

actionable recommendations, the following guiding principles, consistent with the Governorôs intent and 

feedback from regional meetings, were adhered to by the Task Force: 

1. Fix the Problem ï The transportation plan moving forward must be bold and aggressive as the 

problem is large and acute. Nibbling around the edges with an incremental increase in 

infrastructure investment will not fix the problem and will erode public trust. The return on the 

citizenôs investment must be substantial to meet expectations, and the solution must also be 

sustainable. A one-time infusion of funding does not provide for a transportation system that will 

address the needs of the future. 

a. Resolutions A, B, C, and D specifically address this principle by recommending a level 

of investment that will provide adequate funds to improve and maintain the transportation 

system in Louisiana.  

b. Resolution F recommends a policy improvement (indexing) to specifically address a 

sustainable solution to ensure the state will not fall behind in the future.   

2. All new revenue must be dedicated to transportation ï New revenues must be spent 

delivering transportation projects in Louisiana. Retain legislative authority to prioritize each year 

based on needs, such as more system preservation and backlog reduction in the initial years, 

while preconstruction activities on capacity and Category A and B Megaprojects are underway.  

a. Resolution E recommends the use of existing procedures for allocating investment in 

categories codified in the Louisiana Statewide Transportation Plan (LSTP) and is 

consistent with the statutory Highway Priority Program. As such, the Task Force is 

recommending new revenues be a dedicated source for transportation funding.  

3. Donôt unnecessarily reinvent the wheel ï The LSTP is comprehensive and extensively vetted. 

The plan meets federal standards, addresses the multi-modal needs, and establishes a framework 

and organization for the consistent discussion of needs, priorities, and solutions.  

a. Resolution A recommends revenue generation consistent with one of the LSTP potential 

funding scenarios. 

b. Resolution E specifically recommends the use of categorical spending, which is 

consistent with the LSTPôs approach to allocating new revenues. 
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4. Ensure infrastructure improv ements will promote and enhance economic development ï 
Over $100 billion in industrial expansion is planned in Louisiana. Infrastructure must facilitate 

freight movement and mobility in support of this forthcoming investment, as well as the vast 

industrial facilities that currently exist in Louisiana. Investment must provide additional 

infrastructure for planned population increases to support livable communities, quality of life, 

and attract additional business development. 

a. Resolution E addresses economic development as part of the plan. 

5. Support greater authority and control of project and investment decisions at the local level 

ï Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs), Economic Development Organizations, and 

local governments want greater input and control over investment decisions in their respective 

areas. Continue efforts to support regional priorities and the road exchange program. Consider 

DOTD Districts as MPOs for the rural parishes in each district. Incentivize local investment to 

match state and federal funds. 

a. Resolution E recommends additional investment in the Local Programs category. 

6. Leverage the use of all available tools for infrastructure investment ï Louisiana has existing 

enabling legislation to develop additional toll facilities, operate a State Infrastructure Bank (SIB) 

once capitalized, enter into Public Private Partnerships (P3), and employ the full spectrum of 

alternative delivery means to expedite project completion. Current best practices are available 

and should be encouraged.  

a. Resolutions G, H, and I specifically recommend support for all innovative and alternative 

methods of infrastructure investment and delivery. 

7. Employ a balanced approach to investment allocation ï True investment solutions must be 

comprehensive, inclusive, and strategic in addressing vast multimodal transportation needs.  

a. Resolutions A through I all contribute to this principle, achieving a prudent balance 

among the following competing priorities, which include: 

i. Backlog of needs: we must preserve and take care of the system we have. 

This refers primarily to the surface transportation system of roads and 

bridges, which are crucial to both rural and urban areas. This current 

backlog of needs is $13.1 billion. 

 

ii.  Timely congestion relief and capacity enhancement: quickly finance 

Category A and B Megaprojects to provide significant additional capacity 

to relieve congestion. 

 

iii.  Economic development enablers: support the current and future projected 

investment in industrial expansion in Louisiana. 

 

iv. Quality of life: improve safety and make travel times more efficient 

through congestion mitigation and strategic pursuit of complete street and 

enhancement projects that are pedestrian friendly.  

 

v. Multimodal: Louisiana must capture the synergistic effects of connecting 

its highway, rail, port, waterway, and airport assets. Creating alternatives 

that enhance mobility of people and goods will define successful state 

economies in the future. 
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vi. Urban and rural: service to all citizens, businesses, and areas of the state 

is essential to enhance our agriculture markets and growing urban 

populations. 

 

vii. Sustainable Financing: seek out recurring, reliable sources of revenue for 

transportation and utilize some combination of debt, user-fees, private 

investment, and ñpay-as-you-goò methods to leverage favorable market 

conditions and accelerate delivery of projects and benefits. 

 

viii.  Innovative Financing, Project Delivery: leverage tolling and P3 

opportunities with State investment, thereby, offsetting total costs with 

private investment and corridor or structure-specific user fees. 

The Task Force was very diligent and thoughtful in formulating the recommendations that were adopted 

by resolution and are expanded upon in this report. If enacted together, Louisianaôs multimodal 

transportation issues will be addressed in a timely, efficient manner that delivers meaningful economic 

benefits and will improve the overall quality of life for the citizens of this State. The Task Force stands 

ready to be of assistance to the Administration in its effort to enact sustainable solutions for multimodal 

transportation infrastructure in Louisiana.  
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Section 1.0: The Call 

Subsection 1.1: JBE 2016-23 

In the months between inauguration day and the conclusion of the 2016 Regular Legislative Session, 

several policy decisions were made to improve Louisianaôs multimodal transportation system. These 

administrative and legislative actions underscored the Edwards administrationôs commitment to 

transportation, and included the following:  

¶ Ending Louisiana State Policeôs (LSP) reliance on the Transportation Trust Fund (TTF) 

¶ Doubling the investment in the Port Priority Program 

¶ Prioritizing transportation projects in the capital outlay process 

¶ Enacting legislation to focus Public-Private-Partnership (P3) financing opportunities to critical 

needs while authorizing the state to be more strategic by enabling DOTD to solicit such 

partnerships 

¶ Successfully competing against other states for a $100 million federal FASTLANE grant award 

Collectively, these efforts have ensured proper use of existing transportation revenues and positioned 

Louisiana to deliver major system enhancements should additional revenue be made available. 

Following these actions, Executive Order JBE 2016-231 was issued on June 7, 2016, creating the 

Governorôs Task Force on Transportation Infrastructure Investment. Unlike efforts of previous 

governors and legislatures that focused on how the State could better invest in transportation, the Task 

Force was charged with identifying and recommending how the State should invest in transportation. 

More specifically, this diverse 18-member task force of leaders from various sectors of the public and 

private sector was charged with researching, identifying, and making specific actionable 

recommendations to sufficiently maintain the existing transportation system and finance the construction 

of Category A and B Megaprojects outlined by the Louisiana Statewide Transportation Plan. The order 

required a report be completed on or before January 1, 2017.  

Subsection 1.2: Task Force Membership 

Pursuant to JBE 2016-23, the following members were named as members of the Task Force: 

¶ Shawn D. Wilson, DOTD Secretary (Co-Chair) 

¶ John Basilica, Member At-Large (Co-Chair) 

¶ Greg Morrison, Member At-Large 

¶ John Alario, Senate President  

¶ Taylor Barras, Speaker of the House 

¶ Page Cortez, Chairman of Senate Transportation Committee 

¶ Kenny Havard, Chairman of the House Transportation Committee 

¶ Jay Dardenne, Commissioner of Administration 

¶ Kim Robinson, Secretary of Louisiana Department of Revenue 

¶ Ann Trappey, Economic Development Representative 

¶ Wyly Gilfoil, Economic Development Representative 

                                                 
1 A copy of JBE 2016-23 can be found online at http://gov.louisiana.gov/assets/ExecutiveOrders/JBE16-23.pdf.  

http://gov.louisiana.gov/assets/ExecutiveOrders/JBE16-23.pdf


7 

 

¶ Jared Brossett, Economic Development Representative 

¶ John Gallagher, Louisiana Municipal Association 

¶ Roland Dartez, Louisiana Police Jury Association 

¶ Reldon Owens, Louisiana Blue Print 

¶ Robert Scott, Public Affairs Research Council 

¶ Tom Yura, Louisiana Chemical Association  

¶ Ken Naquin, Associated General Contractors 
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Section 2.0: Understanding Transportation   

 

Section 2.1: Federal-State Dynamic 

 

In the United States, transportation is funded through a combination of federal and state revenues. 

Specifically, the federal Highway Trust Fund (HTF) is capitalized by a federal excise tax on motor fuel. 

The federal government does not construct or maintain transportation systems, but instead allocates 

revenue from the HTF to states. The federal government invests HTF revenue in states that demonstrate 

a financial commitment and an ability to deliver a transportation system that meets the many safety-

oriented, science-based requirements for construction and maintenance of a transportation system in the 

United States. States make this demonstration by matching HTF revenue and funding state departments 

of transportation with sufficient engineering, operations, and maintenance expertise and capability to 

meet the wide-ranging federal requirements and performance indicators.  

 

In the State of Louisiana, transportation is funded primarily through an excise tax on motor fuel that is 

dedicated to the Transportation Trust Fund (TTF) for exclusive use on transportation. The State utilizes 

TTF revenue as state match for HTF revenues and meets all other federal requirements by funding the 

operations of the Louisiana Department of Transportation and Development (DOTD), including its 

expert labor force and costs associated with operating and maintaining the Stateôs vast multimodal 

transportation system.  

 

The federal and state excise tax on motor fuel is a ñuser-feeò in its purest form. Consisting of a per-

gallon tax rate on the consumption of fuel, the benefit of an excise tax is that it escapes the volatility of 

fuel prices on which revenues from a sales tax would be based. The downside to an excise tax on motor 

fuel is that increases in total revenue generated only occurs based on increases in overall fuel 

consumption. Inherently, this means that transportation revenues only increase when more people use 

the transportation system. As such, the nationôs continued development and growing population causes 

modest increases in revenue for transportation over time, but the per-capita contribution is lessened by 

fuel economy enhancements and the effects of inflation on the fixed per-gallon rates.  

 

Section 2.2: The Federal Motor Fuel Tax 

 

The primary source of revenue for the HTF, the federal motor fuel tax, has been increased on only four 

occasions since being established in 1956. The current rates of 18.4 cents per gallon on gasoline and 

24.4 cents per gallon on diesel fuel were established in 1993. Revenues from the HTF are allocated to 

states by formula, provided states can meet the aforementioned requirements, including that of state 

match.  

 

Starting in 2007, the rate of growth in federal motor fuel tax revenues began to slow and was no longer 

sufficient to meet the commitments for the HTF. Congress has subsidized the HTF with federal general 

fund revenue for the last several years. While this approach has prevented a major disruption in 

construction lettings nationwide, it is not a sustainable financing mechanism for the HTF.  

 

Pertaining to this issue, Executive Director of the American Association of State Highway and 

Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Bud Wright has stated that the HTF ñserves as the backbone of our 
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federal transportation program [and] 

has been experiencing severe cash 

shortfalls for the past decade. 

Identifying a long-term, sustainable 

revenue solution to fix the trust fund 

is the most pressing transportation 

challenge that we face at the national 

level today.ò 

 

While in no way a solution to the 

financial troubles of the HTF, there 

has been a trend on the federal level 

toward project-specific competitive 

grants financed by the federal 

general fund. To be competitive for 

these opportunities, states must have 

advanced projects to a shovel-ready 

status with state funds to match the 

federal award. This does not bode 

well for states like Louisiana that have very limited funds available for match. Additionally, 

discretionary dollars are typically aligned with national transportation policies.  

 

Section 2.3: The State Motor 

Fuel Tax 

 

Established in 1921, Louisianaôs 

motor fuel tax has been adjusted 

numerous times, with the latest 

increase being done in 1990 as 

depicted in Graphic A2. Most 

alarming in analyzing the history of 

the motor fuel tax is the growing 

gap in the time between 

adjustments. This has led to a 

tremendous backlog of needs to 

accrue at an accelerating rate, which 

will continue if not addressed. 

Without more timely adjustments, 

the rate and actual deterioration of 

the Stateôs transportation system 

will only increase. As depicted in 

Graphic B, 44 states have acted 

more recently than Louisiana to mitigate the effects of inflation and fuel economy on their motor fuel 

                                                 
2 On average, increases to the state motor fuel tax have occurred every 9.85 years. These periodic increases occurred when 

the revenue went to the state general fund without any certain dedication to transportation. Counterintuitively, no increases 

have occurred since the revenue was dedicated to transportation in 1990.  
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taxes. For Louisiana to have a safe, 

reliable transportation system that 

limits congestion and facilitates 

economic growth, it cannot stay 

among the six states that have 

failed to act since 1990.  

 

The motor fuel tax rate is divided 

into two categories: a 16 cent tax 

that was established in 1984 and an 

additional 4 cent tax that was 

added in 1990 dedicated solely for 

the completion of 16 projects in the 

Transportation Infrastructure 

Model for Economic Development 

(TIMED) program. The four cents 

were bonded out to finance the 16 

TIMED projects, though the 

revenue generated was insufficient 

to cover the cost of all 16 projects. 

As a result, two projects remain 

unfunded and the four cents are 

dedicated to debt payments through 

2045 as depicted in Graphic C. 

With the four cents dedicated to 

debt service on TIMED projects, 

the effective motor fuel tax rate in 

Louisiana is the 16 cents 

established in 1984, which means 

that each year the average 

Louisiana driver only contributes 

$108 as depicted by Graphic D. In 

order to meet the TIMED debt 

requirements, Louisiana must take 

funds from the 16 cents that should 

be used to match federal funds and 

deliver new transportation projects 

to address the debt3. That amount is 

nearing one cent of the 16 cents today, but will grow each year until 2045, as illustrated in Graphic C.  

 

Also in 1990, the 16 and 4 cents were constitutionally dedicated by a vote of the people to the TTF 

(Transportation Trust Fund) to ensure use on transportation. To expand on the allowable uses of the 

TTF, the Louisiana Constitution places strict limitations on its use, dedicating such funds solely and 

exclusively for costs associated with construction and maintenance of roads and bridges on the 

                                                 
3 With the 4 TIMED cents committed to debt, the effective tax rate in Louisiana is 16 cents which equates to $108 per year. 1 

of the 16 cents is also going to TIMED debt, and that amount will grow over time until 2044.  

Extra 0.5 cent in FY 15 
Extra 2.5 cents by FY 43 
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following: the state and federal highway systems4; the Statewide Flood-Control Program; ports; airports; 

transit; state police for traffic control purposes; the Parish Transportation Fund; and debt services 

associated with construction bonds. More specifically, the Louisiana Constitution requires that 

appropriations from the TTF for ports, the Parish Transportation Fund, the Statewide Flood-Control 

Program, and state police for traffic control purposes not exceed 20 percent of TTF revenues annually, 

though no less than one cent of the motor fuel tax is to be appropriated to the Parish Trust Fund.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
4 At the request of the Louisiana Legislature, Attorney General Opinion No. 89-679 was issued on March 7, 1990, stating that 

ñésalaries and related benefits of the employees of DOTD whose work is directly related to highway programs or other 

programs may be funded out of the Transportation Trust Fund, and the necessary administrative costs associated therewith.ò 
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Section 3.0: Allocation of Funds 

Section 3.1: Annual Budget 

One of the greatest challenges 

facing DOTD is correcting 

misstatements and 

misrepresentations that are made 

regarding the use of the TTF. To 

be clear, the facts do not support 

claims of misuse and waste. As 

illustrated in Graphic E, DOTDôs 

annual budget is divided into four 

key categories that demonstrate 

how HTF and TTF revenues are 

invested in Louisianaôs 

transportation system. This 

categorization is not unique and 

is aligned with the federal 

government, the Stateôs only 

other principal investor.  

Only 4.4 percent of DOTDôs budget is dedicated to ñadministration & support services5,ò which 

includes staff costs associated with executive level oversight and administrative supervision of the 

various business support functions of DOTD. These functions include the Compliance Program, Human 

Resources, Information Technology, Budget, Finance, Procurement, Enterprise Support Services, Legal, 

Audit, and Quality and Continuous Improvement. This category is funded with approximately 86 

percent state funds and 14 percent federal funds.  

25.8 percent DOTDôs budget can be described as ñtransportation funding to others,ò which 

includes certain multimodal programs such as ports, aviation, freight, transit, and public works. This 

category also includes funding for local Metropolitan Planning Organizations and debt service on past 

bond programs used to finance highway construction projects. This category is funded with 

approximately 80 percent state funds and 20 percent federal funds. However, as described in Subsection 

2.3 and illustrated in Graphic C, the nature of debt service is such that payments increase over time until 

fully repaid, requiring additional state funds each year to be taken away from the other budget 

categories. Bond issuances are an effective way to deliver specific projects but must be used responsibly 

to prevent cannibalization of recurring funds necessary to fund transportation statewide. 

32.5 percent of DOTDôs budget is considered ñoperations and maintenance,ò which includes non-

administrative activities like roadway repair and maintenance such as: pothole patching, mowing, ditch 

cleaning, striping, signal repair and installation, bridge repair, and maintenance. This category includes 

                                                 
5 According to the Reason Foundationôs method of determining state DOT administrative expenses, DOTD has lower 

administrative costs per mile than 36 states. Note that every state DOT calculates its administrative expenses differently, and 

the Reason Foundation applies its own approach to data reported by all states. 
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the salaries and benefits for the 

approximate 3,200 DOTD 

employees who provide these 

direct services locally across 9 

district offices throughout the 

entire State. This category is 

funded with approximately 72 

percent state funds and 28 

percent federal funds.  

Without this category of 

funding, the State would not 

meet the federal performance 

requirements of maintaining 

the federal investment because 

this category funds emergency 

response, construction 

engineering, and inspection 

services in the construction 

program. Furthermore, state 

funding of these key functions 

are a best practice at every state 

department of transportation 

around the nation as many of 

these services are required but 

not eligible for federal funding. As such, it is noteworthy that JBE 2016-23 specifically charges the Task 

Force with making recommendations that include funding the operation and maintenance of the Stateôs 

existing transportation system. 

37.3 percent of DOTDôs budget is considered ñprogram and project delivery,ò including 

construction and construction engineering costs for projects. This category is funded with approximately 

71 percent federal funds and 29 percent state funds, and is best understood as the portion of the budget 

that is building the economy because it represents actual construction that has an economic multiplier 

effect throughout the State. Louisianaôs construction budget was inflated by one-time revenues for many 

years, creating a perception that the investment in transportation was on a strong foundation in terms of 

the long-term outlook for construction expenditures. The reliance on one-time funding contributed to 

misleading the public with regards to DOTDôs responsibility to adequately fund the transportation 

system of the State. As seen in Graphic F, over the last 10 years, the state enjoyed one-time construction 

dollars that, at its height, helped infuse more than $1 billion into the economy. The precipitous decline is 

the reason the construction industry is hurting, road and bridge conditions are worsening, and congestion 

issues are not being resolved. 

Section 3.2: Program and Project Delivery Process 

Consistent with national best practices, the State of Louisiana performs short- and long-term 

transportation planning to identify and select projects. The Stateôs long-term transportation plan is 

referred to as the Louisiana Statewide Transportation Plan (LSTP) and was first developed in 1996 

through a collaborative process, inclusive of stakeholders and public officials from every region of the 
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State and subsequently adopted by the Louisiana Transportation Policy Committee. The LSTP was most 

recently revised through the same collaborative and comprehensive process in 2015. 

The Highway Priority Program (HPP) within DOTD was established in state law in 1974, developing a 

transparent, resource-driven process that considers both quantitative and qualitative data in determining 

which projects move forward each fiscal year. More specifically, the HPP is developed each year by 

DOTD and then presented to the public and the legislature through joint annual field hearings of the 

House and Senate Transportation Committees. Comments from legislators and the public are considered 

as DOTD revises and refines the annual plan, which must be approved by the House and Senate 

Committees on Transportation as well as the full bodies of the House and Senate.  

This transparent and data-driven process of identifying and selecting projects for each fiscal year has 

proven to be an effective means of making annual investment decisions about the Stateôs system of 

highways. In practice, the HPP has become the Stateôs annual approach toward reaching the long-term 

highway goals of the LSTP. Other states view this selection process as a national best practice as it 

relates to delivering transportation in a non-political environment, which aids in ensuring a consistent, 

comprehensive, and strategic investment of dollars that leverage economic opportunity to support the 

Stateôs economy. 

Act 355 of the 2015 Regular Legislative Session revised the HPP, which incorporated more 

transparency and modernization into the project selection process. Citizens now have more opportunity 

to understand the projects and financing issues, which is important as it helps to ensure accurate 

expectations from the public. Again, the annual scope and scale of the HPP is resource-driven, meaning 

that the process can very easily deliver many more projects each year ï if funded. The HPP process is 

not a hindrance to project delivery but instead the best mechanism to efficiently and affordably deliver 

projects on an annual basis.  
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Section 4.0: The Problem 

 

Section 4.1: Loss of Purchasing Power 

 

The dominant reason that transportation is underfunded today is due simply to the fact that the revenue 

source for transportation has been losing purchasing power every year for decades. Specifically, as seen 

in Graphic G, the 16 cent motor fuel tax that was put in place in 1984 only has the purchasing power of 

7 cents today. Had the motor fuel tax been adjusted for inflation over the years, it would be 37 cents 

today and there would be no need to discuss how to solve the stateôs transportation needs. While a cents-

per-gallon excise tax on motor fuel, as is in place on both the federal and state level, provides a steady 

and reliable source of revenue for transportation, increases in revenue over time only occur based on 

consumption of fuel. More specifically, the only way for transportationôs revenue source to avoid losing 

purchasing power due to inflation that occurs over time is for fuel consumption to increase at a sufficient 

rate. However, even if fuel consumption grew at a rate sufficient to keep up with inflation, the result 

necessarily means that the transportation system is being more heavily used which requires more 

maintenance, additional lanes, and new roads.  

 

As a result, periodic 

increases to an excise 

tax must occur in order 

to prevent losses in 

purchasing power so 

demands on the 

transportation system 

can be met. 

Unfortunately, on both 

the state and federal 

levels, increases to the 

excise tax rates on 

motor fuel are not 

periodic but instead 

have allowed for 

significant losses in 

purchasing power 

since last adjusted. 

When left unadjusted, 

these rates lose 

purchasing power on 

many different fronts, 

including consumer 

price index (CPI), 

highway construction 

costs, and fuel economy.  
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As depicted in Graphic H, private 

sector business models account for 

increases in the cost of doing business 

over time, but nothing has been done 

to address the rising costs of doing 

business for DOTD.  

 

Adding to the loss of purchasing 

power described above, DOTD faces 

cost increases related to employment 

and retirees. While DOTD has 

pursued aggressive efficiency efforts, 

as demonstrated by the reduction in 

staffing level depicted in Graphic I, 

health insurance costs and retirement 

contribution costs have nonetheless 

increased significantly. These 

increased expenses are a cost of doing 

business that is outside the control of 

DOTD. Still, the effects of these 

increasing costs compound on top of increased fuel economy and other inflationary items to drive down 

the purchasing power of the 16 cents.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 




